Dear Bissi, 3/11/84 

I am not bothering Henry with anything on Chapter 11 because he does not have 
time, says what he wants to s?y and has every right to and because he will only be 
unhappier. Please do not regard my notds as an effort to change what he wants to 
says. They are not and I know he would not in any event. However, there are some 
problems as I see it, coming to a large degree from the fact that this is political 
rather than factual writing and from his persuasion carrying him away. 

I think he would be more effective if some of what I regard as overwriting 
is diminished. He would be saying the same thing but his bias would be less obvious. 

After the book is out it will be reviewed and if he promotes it may have some 
confrontations with those who do not agree with his political interpretations, 
particularly some of the phrasings of some interpretations. So I suggestothat it 
might be a good idea to have some of these tilings in mind, as I did, when you try to 
read what I've noted. 

In a few instances I've noted what I think may be factual errors, without taking 
the time for checking here. One that I recall is the date of the organization of the 
GRC, which Henry gives as early I960, which I think was the Eisenhower-Nixon adminis - 
tration. I think it was about 3/17/61 , at the Skylark Motel, Miami, and is described 
fully by Schlesinger in 1000 Days . 

I am always leary of single-sources, particularly on the controversial, and in 
this connection I note the inconsistency in describing Fonzi, who to the best of a 
ny knowledge , did not work for the Church committee itself. In this connection, Henry's 
emphasis on Veciana may lead to later criticism because there is an old factual basis, 
dating to long before anything about him was ever public, for believing that he at least 
ebagn with a different connection, not directly CIA but the AFh/CIA's ICFTU, which 
worked closely with the CIA, often had similar objectives, and handled at least one 
Matin -merican overthrow, Cheddi Jagan's. 

I think there is least the suggestion that Am/Lash was Kennedy administration 
ftnd it wasn't. Phase I, according to the CIA memo Henry cites, was Eisenhower-Nixon, 
that is all Bobby was briefed about and he was never told about Phase II. I think that 
in ama marginal note I referred to a Marvey memo when it was by Shef Edwards. It was 
disclosed, I have it, but I do not find it in any file I thought of. I was going to 

send it inesnix case Henry does not have it. It is incompletely referred to in the mam 0 

he cites. That memo is at best self-serving. It dates to the time of Garrison's 
cr III c I sm °f tte CIA and it was kept secret/until long after both Kennedys were dead 
and could not respond to it, deny or confirm it. 

I am again suggesting that Henry can say the same thing without associating him- 
self with it, without personal endorsement, by merely reporting, and that he would be 

more effective and les subject to criticism if he removed what I regard as a few 

superfluous words and phrases that add nothing, reflect political preconceptions and 
prejudices that are certainly his right but can make him more subject to criticsm and 
adverse reviews. I believe they will diminish the book to scholars of the future, who 
may or may not have additional xmornation but should be looking for means of evaluating 
opinions and comments and indications of bias or prejudice. 

There is a basic flaw in logic, that u astro would be in a harry to knock JFK off 
at that particular time and place without waiting for the ongoing negotiations to reach 
some kind of conclusion. There is no reason to believe this and none to believe that 
he then was any more worried about plots to kill him than for more than the dozen years 
in which he had managed to survive a great many of them. 

If you have any questions, please ask. And when you have time I'd still like to 
see the formulation in which I may have goofed. 




